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- d its dnk c s.i liner or thi vei horoin l-ui vmtfm gh<_ 
application. 

Claims 1 and 3-25 are now present in this application. Claims 22-25 are added by the 
^rese amendnie Claims 2_ id 23 are ""independent N< new matter is involved 
h n ! e f 1 cation as amended is espet I N ret jested 

Informa tion Disclosure Oration 

Applicants thank the Examiner for considering all of the references supplied with the 
Information Disclosure Statement (J DS) filed on August 27, 2004, and for providing Applicants 
> nifiak e Form PTO- 1449 f] rewitl 

M ' ' ' M ysCJIQi 

Claims 1 and 3-6 stand rejected under 35 DSC § 103(a) stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
D 3( i i be g imp tentable over U.S. Patent 5,097,556 to Bngel. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Because the rejection is based on 35 U.S.C. §103> what is in issue in such a rejection is 
"the invention as a whole, "not just a few features of the claimed invention. Under 35 U.S.C. 
§103, " [a] patent may not be obtained . . . if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and die prior an arc such that the subject matter as a w hole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
sobjeci matter pertains." The determination under §103 is whether the claimed invention aa_a 
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whole would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made. See. In re ( T barrel I 853 F.2d 894, 902, 7 USPQ2d 1673, 1680 (Fed. Cir. 19S8). In 
determining ^n^us-es^ the invention must be considered r\ a whole end the claims must be 
considered in their entirety See. Medttomc. inc. v Cardia c Pacemakers, inc.. 721 2, 1563, 
1567, 220 USPQ 97, 101 (Fed, Cir. 1983). 

hi rejecting claims under 35 U.S.C. §103, it is incumbent on the Examiner to establish a 
tactual basis to support the legal conclusion of obviousness. See. In re Fine. 837 F.2d 1071, 
1073, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). In so doing, the Examiner is expected to make the 
tactual determinations set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co.. 383 U.S. 1, 17, 148 USPQ 459, 
467 v s c an wot Id have 

been led to modify the prior art or to combine prior art references to arrive at the claimed 
invention. Such reason must stem from some teaching, suggestion or implication in the prior art 
as a whole or knowledge generally available to one having ordinary skill in the art, Uniroyal inc. 
v. F- Wiley Corp. . 837 F.2d 1044, 1051, 5 USPQ2d. 1434, 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert, denied . 488 
1 S 8 "' 5 \ and O inc. \ De lta Resins & Refe ctories, Inc., 776 F.2d 281. 293. 227 

USPQ 657, 664 (Fed. Cir. 1985), cer t, denied . 475 U.S. 1017 (1986); ACS Hospit al Systems. 
Inc. v. Montefiore Hospital . 732 F.2d 1572, 1577., 221 USPQ 929, 933 (Fed. Cir, 1984), These 
showings by the Examiner are an essential part of complying with the burden of presenting a 

/vow f U .' < ;> V , , Ms Vte • C s "7 - J 1^41 ,445, "4 US^d In "-3. 

- v s " mere fac at the prior art may be v. t j e nner suggest 
b> the Cxumme ove- iA ruv. :v modi:ic*mon obvious unless the prioi an suggestec the 
desirabilit) of the modification. In re Fritch. 972 F,2d 1260. 1266, 23 USPQ2d PRO 1783 (Fed. 
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Cir. 1992;. To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations 
must be suggested or taught by the prior art. In re Rovksu 490 F.2d 98 L 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 
107 w V! o J > i c > i ! i v v . of thut elan* t 

the prior art. In re Wilson. 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494,496 (CCPA 1970). 

\ ^igge-rn'oi! fed 1 : or rm h. at:ont<>a til se he prim n emtvrces is an essentia 5 
evidentiary component of an obviousness holding ' C..R. Ba» d. inc. v. MS Svs. Inc. . 157 F 3d 
1340, 1352, 48 USPQ2d 1225, 1232 (Fed. Cir. 1998). This showing must be clear and particular, 
and broad conclusory statements about the teaching of multiple references, standing alone, are 
not "evidence." See. In r e D embiczak. 175 F.3d 994 at 1000, 50 USPQ2d 1614 &t 1617 (Fed. Cir. 
1999). 

Moreover, it is well settled that the Office must provide objective evidence of the basis 
used in a p v « k. factu quirs whether to modify a reference must be based on 

objective evidence of record, not merely conclusory statements of the Examiner. See, i n re Lee , 
277 F.3d 1338, 1343, 61 USPQ2d 1430, 1433 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

>• ' - i i ) - i u <. i l ,i v ( i < 

prima fuck case of unpatent > tj In u ' K t >c i. 977 F.2d 1443. 1445, 24 OSPQ2d 1443, 1444 
(Fed. Cir. 1992); i n re Fiaseck i. 745 F.2d 1468, 1472, 223 USPQ 785, 788 (Fed. Cir. 1984). If 
the PTC i . jurd en the A ! i 1 vhen a 

- cease iad< burde shifts to the applic itt< mi ward 1 rebi tv . _ ^ 

Claim 1 po % i c s t , i it i h 

(1) an outer tub disposed in a casing for receiving washing water therein; (2) an inner tub 
rotatably disposed in the outer tub for receiving laundry therein; and (3) a plasma discharge unit 
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for performing a plasma discharge on the washing water, wherein the plasma discharge unit 
includes: (a) an inflow passage connected to the outer tub for introducing washing water inside 
the o; (b) a dis ge box reeeh g wa tig w ite ro< need thrc tg i v 

passage and havii ^ K asn e is peril iei c) an electrode d sec - 

the discharge box; and (d) a high voltage generator electrically connected to the electrode for 
applying a voltage to the electrode. 

med combination of features. Engei's washing machine 10 
include rio plasma discharge unit whatsoever. Engei discloses a completely separate ozone 
generating system, not disclosed as a plasma discharge unit, as claimed, for use with 
conventional washing machines 10, and this is not what is recited. The claimed invention recites 
a washing machine thai includes a plasma discharge unit for performing a plasma discharge on 
die washing water. Engel has no such disclosure. 

In an attempt to remed) tl e di; rk at ngs ( Enge , t e Jfflce \ction - st resorts to an 
improper --per se rule of obviousness. The Office Action relies on in re Harza. 124 USPQ 378 
t \ s .chide that *? is well ^etLea tras 1 v. > \< s >v 

no patentable significance unless a new arid unexpected result is produced. 

The Examiner argues, in reliance upon Harza, that to add another filter at the washer 
inflow passage to existing outflow filters 28 and 30 would be a mere duplication of parts and, 

t tve been obvious u e ordinary skii he ail 

V cat peetfuli )mi t the decis i Harza nited t< s facts r, n 
- c ci.i s. ween the leference's structure for sealing concrete and 
that of Harza s claim I was that the refei si ce's structure had only a single rib (i.e., arm; on each 
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side of a web, whereas the claim required a plurality of such ribs. See, B atza, 274 F.2d at 671, 
124 USPQ at 380. The court stated that '"[ijt is well settled that the mere duplication of parts has 
nop -on w ^ , ^e t 1 uexpeekd result is produced aiu v\e are of tlie 

opinion that such is not the case here." Id. 

The Examiner does not compare the facts in Harza with those in the present case and 
ex s comparison the ega! cone - u c .iould Dc the 

i larz a e e Exan es up m s si w se rule th 

duplication of pans is obvious. As stated b> the Federal Circuit in Ipj . " * . < 

1572, 37 USPQ2d 1 127, 1133 (Fed. Cir. 1995), "reliance on per se rules of obviousness is legally 
incorrect and must cease." For a prima facie case of obviousness to be established, the teachings 
from the prior art itself must appear to have suggested the claimed subject matter to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See. In re Rinehart. 531 F.2d 1048, 1051, 189 USPQ 143, 147 (CCPA 
1976). The mere fact that the prior art could be modified as proposed by the examiner is not 
sufficient to establish a prima facie ease of obviousness. See, in re Fritch . 972 F.2d 1260, 1266, 
23 USFQ2d 1780, 1783 (Fed. Cir. 1992). The examiner must explain why the prior art would 
Kocv ; e , \, i , , , - \i the art the desii b ity of t e modiii t See Fritch. 
972 F.2d at 1266, 23 USPQ2d at 1783-84. 

With respect to claim 3, Applicants respectfully submit that one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not have proper incentive to add a filter to EngeFs washer input when what Engel is 
1 *hici l, c £ ' v is v otr v x e Whereas Enge eeds its ers 2 i< 

30 to recirculate the water in its holding tank located separate and apart from its washing 
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machines, to continuous!) clean and agitate the water a id mix ozone in she water in the holding 
tank, once the water Is dra wn out of the holding tank, there is no further need to add yet another 
okc «i \ i i i v s ^ i u Is. i i & ^ s r.d c H i'u 

clean and the extra cleaning agent -ozone- mixed in and ready to clean the laundry. The 
Examiner has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art would go to the trouble and 
expense of adding this extra filter when Engel fails to disclose doing so, and in view of the 
- the -tdditiona Jca- irii is ahead) 

therein. 

The Office Action also speculates that it would be obvious to combine Engel' s electrodes 
and high voltage generator in the washing machine of Engel such that they form a single piece 
id to form the od , i ^ ^ . 1 

The Office Action provides no objective factual evidence that one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have any .incentive to combine the large externa! ozonating system of Engel inside of 
one ' . peeiadv when the drawings indicate that the ozonating 

unit and system is larger than either of the washing machines 10. 

All that the Office Action states in this regard is that combining two parts into one makes 
appa v ^ <. A v i s si ed by log s 

combining some items into one may result in a smaller combination, that conclusion does not 
follow from the premise on which it is based. For example, combining a ear and a trailer 
requires a hitch, which often results in the combination of a cart and a trailer that is longer than 
the individual length; of the car and the trailer; 
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The Office Action continues by speculating that it would be obvious to make integral the 
electrodes/generator of Engel with Engel's washing machine "since it has been held that forming 
in one piece an article which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together only 
involves ordinary skill in the art/' citing Howard v. Detroit Stove Works. 150 U.S. 164 (1893).. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the tacts of this case differ significantly .from the facts 

of this m and frc 1 « The Detroit Stove ^ < dealt t 

a stove which had a flange, which may be either cast on a fire pot in a single piece, or made separate 
from the fire pot and riveted or otherwise fastened to it. A cast iron stove with a flange is entirely 
different from a washing machine with separate operating subunits, the latter not being able to be 
cast in a single unitary piece. 

Moreover, Applicants respectfully direct the Examiner's attention to what they believe is 
a more relevant decision, which cites, and distinguishes, the Detroit S tove Works decision. 

Reference is made to the decision m In re Ap plication o f Elm er E Wiekersharo 24 
USFQ 368, tCCPA 1 935), which indicated that making in one integral piece what was previously 
made in two pieces fastened together does not constitute invention, but to do so may constitute 
invention when it also involves elimination of part of a machine without eliminating its function. 
Hue pate ) v. s t Ivcd in tl s erned combining a threshing ma m is 

and the main frame into a unitary and substantially rigid shell-like structure, the heavy weight of 
the main h im& of the prioi ai structures having been eliminated without the sacrifice of rigidity 
and strength. The Appellant argued that, by eliminating the multiplicity of beams, struts and 
girders of the old art and by substituting his new structure with fewer parts, be has contributed to 
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tlie s < s ( v ^ 

The Court de mined a li ppe 1 the] )k t; "A reconstruction o 

a machine, so that a less number of parts will perform all the functions of the greater, may be 
i 1 J t torde T gh > a decis garding - i \ 1 t eci o 

which the appellant discovered that heavy pressure from a mechanically applied device was not a 
nec< st elopes Fhepate ee t ser plate device, s 

that the new machine, with the self-sealing stack adjacent to the moistening device, performed 
with a less number of parts all the functions of the old model machines, lie put the whole sealing 
job upon the stack; whereas before it had been begun in the machine and completed in the stack. 
The patent was held valid in the decision the court said: "... it cannot be questioned that 
slmpl cit\ s the resu t o the nventive faculty when it succeeds * d -e\ mts which 

have long been in use, and which were found to be cumbersome and unnecessary. . * 

Applicants respectfully submit that the facts of the Wat. t v n are more on 
point that are the facts on the Detroit Stove works decision. Applicants have provided a plasma 
di c.;jrge urn* t a wash a. -mature to clean clothes, which is an accomplishment not 
contemplated by Engel in any way whatsoever, and, in doing so, have eliminated the huge 
external system of Engel. It would appear that this is evidence of non-obviousness of the 
claimed invention whi espec to igc 

Additionally. Engel just discloses the humor? waste water nx-anveni apparatus ha\ ing the 
ozon rs 24 c ct ozo m e \ c r i Img tank K at a emt s 
not teach or hint the washing machine having a specific plasma discharge unit including an 
n (1 v .w & d arge x>x ... electrode i d a big ^ < 1 age ae:e ator as recited in claim 1. 
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In this regard, Engel does not disclose thai its ozonators are plasma discharge units, either 
explicitly, or inherently (i.e., not just possibly, and not just probably, but necessarily). 

e assert! e rejc at Engei's \ k 14 has ozo rmec 

therewith b) electrodes 56 with a high voltage corona generator attached is not supported by 
Lngei's c isc s c < o 24 ant t 

elements which <. vd born each other and arc . nk in the ozone supply OK 32, 

In other words, the Office Action would have its believe that a mere reference to the 
pet. n W ( , e ■ <oo v I ^ omaticilly result in a complete redesign of Engei's large 

scale ozorsa tor-holding tank, recirculation system external to Engei's washing machines -to 
ichieve the claimed washing c < udes the c i lac i it applicant 

respectful!} disagrees for the reasons set forth above. 

Accordingly, the Office Action falls to make out & prima facie case of obviousness of the 
claimed invention. 

Thus, reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection of claims 1 and 3-6 are respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 7-10, 12, 13 and 15-20 stand rejected under 35 (JSC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Engel in view of U.S. Patent 3,954,586 to Lowther. This rejection is 
revpecu nib tro\erscd. 

el does no t ren de e med «t obvious for r ci above 

Moreover, Lowther is not appiied to remedy the arhrenoted deficiencies of Engel with respect to 
the claimed invention. So, no matter how Lowther is applied, the resulting modified version of 
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Bngef will not disclose, suggest, or otherwise render obvious the claimed invention. 

Additionally, Lowther is directed to "commercial large scale corona generators" (col, 1, 
lines 2 -Z 11 e Office Acti >n i i Is to provide objective factual evidence that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would turn to a commercial large scale ozone generator to modify Engel' s 
Laun , its xi cc ona genen > i d e% i furthe; > - :ak tie cm - j s\ tm down to tit in de 
of a wAmv r a, !t ; s ej s; ic* 

Accordingly, the Office Action fails to make out a na facie ise of ob\ iot mess oi the 
claimed invention. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection of claims 7-10, 12., 1.3 and 15-20 are 
respectfully requested. 

Claims ! 1 and 21 stand rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being unpatentable oyer Engel 
in view of Lowmer, and further in view of U.S. Patent 5 .,768,730 to Matsumoto et ai 
("Matsuracto") This rejection s respect ) averset 

s v. above, 

Moreover, Lowther is not applied to remedy the aforenoted deficiencies of Engel with respect to 
the claimed invention. So, no matter how Lowther is applied, the resulting modified version of 
Engel will .not disclose, suggest, or otherwise render obvious the claimed invention, 

^-^ ^ ">v v vi es v. ^ i ■> 

lines 21-22. The Office Action fails to provide objective tactual evidence that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would turn to a commercial large scale ozone generator to modify Engel/s 
Laundromat sized corona generator and, even further, to scale the entire system down to fit inside 
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of a washing machine, as claimed. 

Furthermore, even if one of ordinary skill in the an were properly motivated to tuts to 
Matsumoto to provide a contamination indicator in the Bngei-Lowther reference combination, 
the resulting modified version of Engel would still not disclose, suggest, or otherwise render 
obvious, the claimed invention. 

Accordingly, the Office Action fails to make out a. prima facie case of obviousness of the 
claimed invention. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection of claims 1 1 and 21 are respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Engel and 
Lowther and further in view of U.S. patent 2,732,338 to Moody. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed, 

Engel does not render the claimed invention obvious for reasons discussed above. 
Moreover, Lowther is not applied to remedy the afbreooted deficiencies of Engel with respect to 
the chained ho emion So. \\o metier how Lowther is applied, the resulting modified version of 
i tgt \ x 1 igge ) \ 5 endei bvious tl claimed m^nno. 

> d to coramere c rs" (col. I, 

lines c e of ordinaiy 

skill, in die art would turn to a commercial large scale ozone generator to modify Engel' s 
Laundromat sized corona generator and, even further, to scale the entire system down to fit inside 
fa was gm; une sola ie< 
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Furthermore, even if one of ordinary skill in the art were properly motivated to torn to 
M oc o provide ontaminatioT idicator in the Engc -Low ha reft ence combii c on ;\ 
esu g t v .11 i j % s 1 stij not disclose, suggest or otherwise ender 
ol \ lot s c let i tion. 

Accordingly, the Office Action fails to make out a prima facie ease of obviousness of the 
claimed invention. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection of claim 14 are respectfully requested. 
New: Claim s 

New claim 22 recites a washing machine comprising: an outer tub disposed in a casing 
for receiving washing water therein; an inner tub rotatabiy disposed in the outer tub for receiving 
laundry therein; a plasma discharge unit for performing a plasma discharge on the washing water; 
and a circulation unit for re-circulating washing water inside the plasma discharge unit into the 
outer tub. wherein the circulation unit includes: a circulation duct of which one end is connected 
to the discharge box and another end is connected to the outer tub; and a circulation pump 
disposed at the circulation duct for pumping washing water. 

mary reference applied in the aforeme one dons dis >ses ozo 
24 which are merely connected with the resupply line 17 and the water supply line 12 by the 
ozone supply line 32 but are not disposed at the resupply line 17 and the water supply line 12, i.e. 

W dc ch or si 3 sch < sposed at the cireuiatic unit nelucing 

a circulation duct of which one end is connected to the discharge box and another end is 
connected to the outer tub; and a circulation pump disposed at the circulation duct for pumping 
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we dune w iter. 

Accordingly; Applicants respectful iy submit that the invention as recited in new claim 22 
S > aabiy defines o\ >p t 

New m 23 recites a was ine comprising casing: an go ub disposed i 

the casing for receiving washing water therein; an inner tub rotatably disposed in the outer tub for 
receiving laundry therein: and a plasma discharge unit for peifb i * , e - n >i the 

washing water, wherein the plasma discharge unit is disposed between the casing and the outer 
tab. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the combination including a plasma discharge unit 
disposed between the casing and the outer tub is neither disclosed nor suggested by the applied 
art. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 23 to .25 patentably define the 
applied art. 

Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed, accommodated, or 
enderedmoo mlicant v esps > request tl i le Exai ei »vc > sider all presently 
outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. It is believed that a Ml and complete response 
v k ^ ding? e A % and as such, the >resen dicati * ioidcioi 

for allowance. 

if the Examiner believes, tor any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
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,\e^. v u v. v. s ( n 

No. 46.472, at {703} 205-8000, in the Washington. D.C. area. 

If necessary, the C s nissioner is \ n i size i this, cc ct e t uie^ es 

to char c ! ) j \uo r No i rv aciditio 

fees required under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1 . 16 or i . i 7; particularly, extension of time lees. 
Dated: February 20, 2008 

Respectfully submitted, 

BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 

By: , ^ 

Jimes T. Filer. Jr. 
ieg. No.: 39,538 
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